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Attachment 

In the Appeal Brief of July 11, 2008, pages 2-24 bear the incorrect serial number as 
a header. Appropriate correction is REQUIRED. 

Apparently, Applicants misunderstood some of the last communication, and that of 
December 10, 2007, excerpted below in-part (i.e., pages 6-7): 
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Response io Af^ammi^ 

Applicanrs arguments filed October 3, 2007 have been fuHy considered 

but thsy are not persuasive. 
Applicants argue: 

(ndependem Claims I atKi 1 3 specify, mier {diet, a fbiihing and filterifig system 
for 351 electroerc^ion machine compnstng a first fiuid m^rn paiii comprising a high- 
pa'ssure mmm path for iRtroducing fisjely-filtefe4 aiachintng fluid thj^^ an ekctiode 
sticJuded in rtie electroemsion macliine. SupporE for this feature can b« found in at least 
Para^iph [0011] of the jSpecificattori arsd i^gufss I. am! 2 of tliedE3win^> 

This is not found persuasive, especially In vSew of Applicants' AcSlmlssJons 
that such a device is known In the art. 


[DOU] Referring aow to WIG. 1, there is shown a schs- 
m.ii& diagram of a ^usbisg and Shering system lOC^SRUt&bk 
&r tise for dec^ocKssiosa machiaes, in accordaofic witfc aa 
embodiaieiit of Ihe inveatioa. A& k shasm, a wode task 102 
oonJaii5s workpiece 104 that to be mile4 shaped or 
o{iisrwis<; macblced by m timmtm%mn process, Jo this 
«ad, aii electrode 106 i% conflpred in close ptoximiiy to the 
workpiece 194 tbrougii a guide hmh 108. M is knovfn tn tjii^ 
....^ ihe electrode 106 fess a machming liquid ilO conticu- 
ousiy dicolatwl at high pri^suis tlieretowgb and iciio- 
duced into a gap between the electroi^ 196 and work- 
pt<&{% i04 for fiicilifaitixig ihe macbiniBg operatioti. 


From Applicants' Pre-Grant Pubiloitlon 


tt is requested that Applicants identify the particular prior art being 
discussed in paragraph |001 1 j of their pre-grant pubttcation. It is lirtctear why 
features that Applicants have admitted are known in the art have beers argued to 
constitute patentabiy dislinigyishing features. 
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Applicants have not challenged the Offtclai Notice statements made by the 
examiner, Accof dingly, those statements made by the examiner are now seen to 
oonstityte admitted prior art. 

As for the apptted art, structures 1 1 and 1 2 of Suzuki are seen to 
constitute electrodes. 

Applicants additlonaliy argue: 

Furthe!-, there are significant systejn and opcraiional differences between &e 
electroerosion apparatus nnd p»x>cess of the claimed invention and the prioi- ait EDM 
apparatus and process. In tiie electroeixjisjOB i^paraEus and process, die ekcrro^le spins 
iifitl feedt WJiiultaReoysly, while the wire in the EDM process only travels linearly. 
Because of this diflFerence, dieefectroeroston ^paratas and process uses mtoirml 
flushirig through the from saiface of the el^tiode to wrap the ftuid arouiKl the 
machining zonc< while the EDM process uses esternal flushing in the same dtrcction of 
wire travel to reinove chspn outside the machining xone, 

For at least ans iieason, a person of ordinary skiii in ih^ 
sense at the tit»e of the tmention woukj not have tTeasonafajy considered passiagftltered 
(luid througSt the etecirode, i's ff gj^ed ij^ the ck» 

This argument cannot be found persuasive when Applicants have atready 
admitted that those skilled In the art have adapted "EDM-type filtration and 

flushing systems" to electroerosion machines: 

[0Qi4] At preseiit, extstkg EDM-type filtralioa md fllsh- 
ing systems tlmt ai« aiopted Ibr ebctftjeiosdoii mmhlm& do 
wQt havt suMckm MtMlon systems associated tb&tewiiK 

Again, it is requested that Applicants identify the particular prior art being 

discussed. 
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Somehow, Applicants interpreted a request to identify prior art discussed in tiie 
originally filed specification, as a directive to conduct a search. No such directive was 
made. The request is made again. 

lApplicants' remarks in the Brief of July 11, 2008 are noted: 

St IK h ar<^ founv* Ncwral c\an plc^ t i ihc S I L.M in-occss m ch nmch>ninp l.tiutd is citeu ^Jt,t 

13 


See 37 CFR1.56. 


Application/Control Number: 10/708,879 Page 6 

Art Unit: 1797 

Next, Applicants provide a rather interesting interpretation of paragraph [0004]: 


(.> n*. N I. k ip^n \\hi\h ^txti,^ 

j l<i^ h K- Nt e^s-^-irg Hiruu«j?t wstei)? ta ^ii I DM otktt.miH' is *iUi.Vt|U3k* Kij im' j\ <^ 

1 4V jwmMon nj^hise Bs?jfig on*? Ailkd m m Che ^ should urdtfj-.unc dut 

W 

Unfortunately, most reading paragraph [0004] would interpret the passage in the 
same manner that the examiner has interpreted it. Applicants' interpretation appears to 
conflate efficacy with efficiency, but in any event, does not present a fair and reasonable 
interpretation of the passage. Applicants are again requested to identify the specific prior 
art being discussed at paragraph [0004]. To avoid any confusion here, this should not be 
construed as a directive to conduct a search, but rather, as a request to reveal the specific 
prior art wherein "existing EDN-type filtration and flushing systems that are adopted 
[believed to be -adapted-] for electroerosion machines." That is to say, the prior art 
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that Applicants were aware of when the statement was made and the application was 
drafted should be disclosed. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement filed on July 11, 2008 does not fully comply 
with the requirements of 37 CFR 1 .97-1 .98 because: no lists, statements, fees, etc. were 
provided. Since the submission appears to be bona fide, applicant is given ONE (1) 
MONTH from the date of this notice to supply the above mentioned omissions or corrections 
in the information disclosure statement. NO EXTENSION OF THIS TIME LIMIT MAY BE 
GRANTED UNDER EITHER 37 CFR 1 .136(a) OR (b). Failure to timely comply with this 
notice will result in the above mentioned information disclosure statement being placed in 
the application file with the noncomplying information not being considered. 

/Robert James Popovics/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1797 


